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REASONS FOR REQUEST 



In the application claims 1-7, 16-20, 22-21, 29, 32 and 33 remain pending. Claims 1-7, 
16-18, 23-25, 32, and 33 stand rejected. Claims 19, 20, 22, 26, 27, and 29 have been indicated to 
contain allowable subject matter. 

Claims 1-4, 16-18, 23-25, 32, and 33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Allport (U.S. Patent No. 6,567,984). 

It is respectfully requested that the rejection based upon Allport be withdrawn for the 
reason that Allport does not disclose, teach, or suggest each and every element set forth in the 
claims as is required to maintain a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102, i.e., "the identical invention 
must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

As set forth in the response filed on September 15, 2005, nowhere does Allport disclose, 
teach, or suggest that closed captioning information is read from a video signal with the closed 
captioning information read from the video signal then being loaded into a pre-formatted mark- 
up language page that is downloadable to a hand-held device. In Allport, HTML pages are 
embedded within a VBI (vertical blanking interval) and a base station (75) having an HTML 
parser does nothing more than pass the received HTML pages through to a remote control with, 
at best, some parts of the HTML pages being stripped from the HTML pages (i.e., parsed) prior 
to the HTML pages being passed through to the remote control. Thus, by disclosing a system in 
which received HTML pages are merely passed through to a remote control, it is evident that 
Allport cannot be said to disclose, teach, or suggest a system in which closed captioning 
information, i.e., non-html formatted data, is read from a video signal followed by the 
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information read from the video signal being loaded into a pre-formatted mark-up language 
page for downloading to a hand-held device as is claimed. 

That Allport fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least the claimed loading of closed 
captioning information read from a video signal into a pre-formatted mark-up language page for 
downloading to a hand-held device is evidenced by the fact that the rejection of the claims never 
cites to any passage from Allport wherein these claimed elements may be found. In particular, 
the Examiner has continued to ignore the numerous requests that a passage within Allport be 
cited that may be said to disclose loading read information into a pre-formatted mark-up 
language page for downloading to a hand-held device. Despite these numerous requests, the 
Examiner continues to ignore these claimed elements in the rejection of the claims and instead 
impermissibly distils the claimed invention down to its "gist" or "thrust" for the purpose of 
demonstrating the alleged anticipation of the claims. For example, in the Advisory Action of 
October 28, 2005 it is never asserted that Allport discloses loading information read from a video 
signal into a pre-formatted mark-up language page for downloading to a hand-held device. 
Rather, the Advisory Action of October 28, 2005 alleges that Allport anticipates the claimed 
invention for the mere reason that Allport "discloses HTML software would be used to display 
the data on the remote control's display." While Allport may disclose displaying HTML data on 
a remote control as asserted by the Examiner, it is again submitted that the disclosed system of 
Allport only functions to pass received HTML pages to the remote control for display as opposed 
to reading closed-captioning information from a video signal and then loading the read 
information into a pre-formatted HTML page for downloading to a hand-held device as is 
claimed. 

In sum, since the rejection of the claims fails to allege that Allport discloses (or cite to 

any passages within Allport where Allport can be said to disclose) the claimed elements of 
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reading from a video signal closed captioning information and loading the closed captioning 
information read from the video signal into a pre-formatted mark-up language page for 
downloading to a hand-held device and since a careful review of Allport evidences that this 
omission arises from the fact that Allport simply fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least these 
claimed elements, it is respectfully submitted that claims 1-4, 16-18, 23-25, 32, and 33 should be 
deemed to be allowable. 

Claims 5 and 6 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Liu (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,953,005). It is respectfully requested that the rejection based upon Liu be 
withdrawn for the reason that Liu does not disclose, teach, or suggest each and every element set 
forth in the claims as is required to maintain a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102, i.e., "the identical 
invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. 
Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

As set forth in the response filed on September 15, 2005, nowhere does Liu disclose, 
teach, or suggest that song lyrics or movie sub-titles are read from a recorded media with the 
song lyrics or movie sub-titles read from the recorded media then being loaded into a pre- 
formatted mark-up language page that is downloadable to a hand-held device as is claimed. 
Rather, Liu expressly states that the system does nothing more than pass through to device, e.g., 
a user's computer or a PDA, content that is retrieved from a remote server (Col. 3, lines 24-64). 
Thus, in Liu, there is no extracting of information from a recorded media followed by the 
information extracted from the recorded media being loaded into a pre-formatted mark-up 
language page for downloading to a hand-held device as is claimed. 

That Liu fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least the claimed loading of information 

read from a recorded media into a pre-formatted mark-up language page for downloading to a 

hand-held device is evidenced by the fact that the rejection of the claims never cites to any 
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passage from Liu wherein these claimed elements may be found. In particular, the Examiner has 
continued to ignore the numerous requests that a passage within Liu be cited that may be said to 
disclose loading read information into a pre-formatted mark-up language page for downloading 
to a hand-held device. Despite these numerous requests, the Examiner continues to ignore these 
claimed elements in the rejection of the claims and instead impermissibly distils the claimed 
invention down to its "gist" or "thrust" for the purpose of demonstrating the alleged anticipation 
of the claims. For example, in the Advisory Action of October 28, 2005 it is never asserted that 
Liu discloses loading information read from a recorded media into a pre-formatted mark-up 
language page for downloading to a hand-held device. Rather, the Advisory Action of October 
28, 2005 alleges that Liu anticipates the claimed invention for the mere reason that Liu "teaches 
that in a Karaoke application, a user may access songs and the accessed data may be downloaded 
to the user computer system which may include a PDA." While Liu may disclose downloading 
song lyrics to a PDA as asserted by the Examiner, it is again submitted that the disclosed system 
of Liu only functions to pass through to the PDA the song lyrics received from a remote server as 
opposed to reading song lyrics or movie captions from a recorded media and then loading the 
read information into a pre-formatted HTML page for downloading to a hand-held device as is 
claimed. 

In sum, since the rejection of the claims fails to allege that Liu discloses (or cite to any 

passage from Liu where Liu can be said to disclose) the claimed elements of reading from a 

recorded media song lyrics or movie captions and loading the information read from the 

recorded media into a pre-formatted mark-up language page for downloading to a hand-held 

device and since a careful review of Liu evidences that this omission arises from the fact that Liu 

simply fails to disclose, teach, or suggest at least these claimed elements, it is respectfully 

submitted that claims 5 and 6 should be deemed to be allowable. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is in good and proper form for allowance. 
The Commissioner is authorized to charge any fee deficiency or credit overpayment to deposit 
account 50-2428 in the name of Greenberg Traurig. 



Respectfully Submitted) 




Date: November 2, 2005 



By: Gary R. Jarosik, Reg. No. 35,906 
Greenberg Traurig, LLP 
77 West Wacker Drive, Suite 2500 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 
(312) 456-8449 
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